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FOREWORD '
iy T
""" Both_the National Association of Elementary School Prin- .

:cipals and the* ERIC Clearirighouse on Educational Manage-
ment are pleased to continue the School Leadership Digest,
with a secdnd scries of reports desigricd to offer school leaders

" essential ihformation on a wide range of critical concerns in
education . L,
. The School Leadership Digest/is a serics of monthly reports
on top priority issucs in cducation. At a time when decisions”
in education must be made on the basis of increasingly com-
plcx-inforfnation, the Digest provides school administrators
with concige, readable analyses of the most important trends
in schools today, as well as points up the practical implica-
tions of majar yescarch findings. : ,

By special: cooperative arragngement, the series>draws on -
the extensive research facilities and” expertise of the ERIC
Clearinghouse on Educational Management. The titles in" the
serics were planned and developed coopérativcly -by both
organizations. Utilizing the. resources' of the ERIC network,
‘the Clearinghouse is respopsible’ for researching the topics
and preparing the copy for publication by NAESP. _

The author of this report, Dee Schofield, is'cmployed by .
the Clearinghouse as a rescarch analyst and writer, '

Paul L. Houts Stuart.C. Smith R ,.
" Director of Publications Assistant Director and Editor
NAESP . ERIC/CEM o '
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INTRODUCTION

v

" Féw topics closely related to cducation have arouscd such
widespread attention and controversy as busing. It is an issue
that all Americans encounter almost daily in the news, along
with inflation and detente. Politicians on all levels, from
‘school board members to the president of the United States,
. have been caught up in the busing conflict. The three branches
of federal government—legislative, judicial, and cxccutive—as
well as state arf¢local governmental. units, have all played.
their parts in this controversy. And various pressurc groups,
both for.and against, have contributed to the cscalating con-
flict, Almost ¢very citizen has a definite opinion on the issuc
of busing.v It ‘s a topic that seems to clicit strong emotional
response, espegially in certain parts f the country. .

‘It’is ironic that the familiar yellow school bus, for many a
source of pleasant childhood memorics, has assumed the
propertics of the scrpent in Eden, spreading havoc and dis-
sension wherever it goes. To ‘understand this transformation
in the image of the school bus, it is necessary to understand

_the relationship between busing and the issues that are actually
the root of the controversy: desegregation and freedom of
choice. The busing controversy is a classic case of confusion
between means and ends. '

The issuc of racial desegregation has been the source of
some of the most violent reaction and virulent rhetoric in this
country. And when busing became recognized as onc cffective
way to achicve racial balance in the schools, part of that
antdgonisin was transferred to the erstwhile innocuous school
bus. .

The politically charged cnyironment that surrounded
descgregation was in part responsible for the escalating attack
on busing. Certain politicians, who wished to cash in on the
passions that - racial descgregation aroused, assisted in the

subtle transfer of attention away from the basic issuc of
"
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descgregation to the peripheral issue of busing. This rhetorical
sleight-of-hand (or tongue) served to disguise sometimes
obstructionistic tendencies. After .all, désegregation wasn't
being condémned, busing was. But_the underlying issuc re-
mained the same, as one white resident of. Coy, Alabama,
rccogmzcd when interviewed by the New York Times, “‘As
long as we don’t hdve niggers on there, it’s not busing. Busmg

" is making white children get on with niggers.”

ERIC
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Of course, not all opponents’ of busing are cither blatantly
or subtly racist. Although the fréquently obscured issuc' of
dcsegrcgatlon often underlies the- controversy. over. busing;
“the.issuc of freedom of choice also contributes to the conflict.
The frecedom to choose one’s residence, and concurrcntly. to
choose the school to which one’s children go, is cherished.
However, historically this freedom has been difficult for
many Americans to cxercise. Economic and social factors

have traditionally determined residential patterns, with those

on the lower end of the economic scale (of all races) having
less prerogative in deciding whcrc they wish to live. So, a3 is
the case with so many of our.frectloms, the right to choosc
cannot be viewed as absolyte. Too many factors intervenc to
restrict the ways in which this freedom may be exercised.
Some of the opponents ‘of “*forced” busing sce it as just
another needless restriction on individual freedom of choice.

In these tlmcs of massive governmental regulation of the
people, so they argue, compulsory buging for whatever pur- -

. posc represents yet -one more mfrmgemcnt on the nghts of
the individual. But it is essential to note in this argument that
the basic issde is still not busing, per se, but rather the use of.
busing to-accomplish what opponents view as restriction of
freedom. )

. If Coleman’s recent (1975) findings are correct, the two
issues of dcscgrcgatlon and freedom of choice have become
intertwined. In their effort to avoid descgregated schools(
well as desegregated neighborhoods), an increasingly large
number of whites in urban arcas have exercised their freedom
of . choice and fled to the suburbs. The result, accordlng
to Coleman, is massive rescgregation, brought on in part by

-8
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large- cxty school desegregation cfforts. . \

It is not the¢ purposc of this paper to judge the merits of

these issues in moral terms, even though & review of thtx lit-
erature on busing reveals that such an undertaking is difficult
to avoid. Because of the cmotions that this topic arouses and
because these issucs have served as the source of so mhch
public controversy and gricf for at lcast the last 20 yeat's, *t is
hard for cven the most scientifically rigorous researcher to
avoid taking sides on the moral qucstnons,]ust as it is hard Lfdr
the reader to examine the literature with objectivity. How-
cver, the Iegal aspects of busing as a means to achieve ragial
balance can be objectively analyzed, as can the rescarch
mcasuring the cffects of busing on students and on the com-
. munity. In neither of these arcas, though, arc there clear-¢ut
angwers. The legal definition of dcscgrcgatlon and individual
frecedom of choice is an ongoing process, just as the investiga-
tion of the cffects of busing is an uncompleted task. o

~
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF BUSING *

Publicly funded pupil ‘transportation, whether by bus or
_horse-drawn wagon, has had a long history in this'country, In
" 1869, Massachusctts passed the first law allowing the us¢ of
tax money for pupil tmnxsportatlon By 1919, all 6f the then
48 states had laws requiring or permitting pupil transporta-
tion at publlc cxpensc. /

The major impetus behind this move toward p;‘xbllcly
funded transportation canic from the consolidation f rural
schools into larger, improved school districts. As carly as the
1830s, the nced to provide cducationally deprived rural *
children with betterschooling was recognized. But rutal resist-

‘ance to the turn-of-the-century cquivalent of *forced busing”

ERIC
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was widespread, and it echoed *‘the current emotional out-
cry,” according to Blumenberg. As she states, “There was a
fear then that consolidation might destroy small community
lifc and that youngsters from rural arcas might be adversely
affected by thc sophisticated, often ‘go less’ youngsters from
the big cities.’ \

While pupil transportation was used to cqualize educational
opportunity for rural children, it was a{so cmployed to
enforce de jure segregation, especially in the South. In the
1930s and 1940s, bus transportation was readily provided for
southern white children, whereas “many black families had
to pay for private bus service or do without, and a significant
number did without,” according to Ozmon and Craver. And
the time and distance that children were transported in order
to keep them in segregated schools were sometimes quite
grcat. In onc southern state, black pupils boarded the bus at
7 a.m. and did not return home until 5:20 p.m. on the aver-
age, as Ozmon and Craver note. There was little protest from
the white community over inconvenicnces caused by wide-
scale busing.

Indeed, throughout the country support for busing has

10
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traditionally /been strong. The school bus *is an established
institution fin American cducation which has reccived
tremendoug public support,” according to the NAACP Legal
Defense afd Educational Fund. The use of busing has sky-
rocketed #cross the last three decades, with 43.5 percent of -
the total jpublic school entollment being bused in 1972, ac-
cording to Dcpartment of Health, Education, 'and Weclfare
figures dited by the NAACP fund. Yet only 3 percent of this
busing {s for purposcs of racial desegregation, according to
recent ftatistics listed by Durham and other writers. It could
be sai that busing in the United States s “massive”; it
involves approx,i'matciy 19 million school children: But”
busing to achigve descgregation is not as widespread as'many
of itd/critics imply.

Kaan
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THE COURSE SET BY THE COURTS

The:legality of student transportation by busing was gen-
crally unquestioned before busing came to be used as an
instrument for dcscggcgqlion.\gor this rcason the judicial his-
tory of the busing controversy is closely tied to.the judicial
history of desegregation, dating from the 1954 Supreme
Court, Brown v. Board of Education decision. As The Congres-
sional Digest* states, “The issuc of busing itself docs not
generally appear in the progression of descgregation cascs as
an issuc separate and distinct’’; however, if busing opponents

succeed in getting Congress to pass additional legislation or a

constitutional amendment restricting the usc of busing for
desegregation purposes, the courts would surcly become in.
volved in dealing more directly with this issue.

De Jure and De Facto Segregatinon

The litigation involving busing to achieve descgregation or
racial balance is complex. To untangle it, the distinction be-
tween de jure and de facto segregation must be established.
De jure scgregation is “state enforced,” as The Congressional
Digest defines it. De facto segregation is inadvertent, not
planmed or sanctioned by law or by any governmental unit.
As Justice Brennan stated in Keyes v. School District No. |,
Denver, Colorado, “The differentiating factor between de
jure scgregation and so-called de facto segregation . . . is

* purposc or intent to segregate.”’

O

The most obvious examples of de jure scgregation were
embodied in the dual school systems in the South. The il-
legality of such systems has been well established since the
1954 Brown decision, and such cxplicit manifestations of de
jure scgregation no longer exist. However, de jure scgregati§n

*References to The Congressional Digest are from the article entitled
"The 'School Busing’ Controversy in the Current Congress.'” )
4
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{ means; ‘School boards can enforce segregation by gerryman-
L déri_'pg’ ‘s;chobl distri¢t boundaries to maintain racial separation.
Local governmental bodies.can discourage racial balance in
' 'réS'idﬁi}tiai patterns (which affect school attendance patterns)
by a number of means, all within the scope of their authority:

selves to this form of segregation, which is not just confined
- tq}t‘hé South but is E.%)"uxid throughout the country. :
.. (The ¢onstitutional issues involving busing to achieve deseg-
-Q'rel“gat_io’n ;révolVe’aroUnd the extent to which the courts may

ia qxlifc}rlce{.:’ the Fourteenth ‘Amendment. This constitutional

o cjfue—sﬁo;i-.dhtes back to the originald.1954 Brown decision, as
* - Bolnerand Shanley point out. Two different interpretations
“sof. that Supreme Court decision have shaped’ subsequent
“court decisions. . . .- L

; The ‘“de facto segregation interpretation” holds that “the
v - - Constitution .. .. does not require integration. It merely

' Briggs v. Elliot (1955). In other words,’ acqordihg'to this
. interpretation of Brown, only de jure segregation (rather nar-
rowly defined) violates the principle of equal proteetion

" under thé law expressed in the Fourteenth Amendment. As
" Bolper and :Shanley note, parts of the 1954 Brown decision
. ““[lend] fofce to the argument that the Court was addressing
itself to legally required segregation and nothing more.”

' gation plans are quite constitutional, since by eliminating

" legal sanction of segregation? the requirements of the Four-
teenth Amendment are met. . - :

The other interpretation of Brown holds that this decision

and ‘the Fourteenth Amendment onwhich it was based
~<prohibit all'black pupil imbalances,” as Bolner and Shanley

- state. The 'reasoning behind this interpretation dictates that
since*local government and the community are responsible

- for*establishing or perpetuating discriminatory housing and'

economic policies, they are responsbile for school segregation,

even if such segregation isnot explicitly sanetioned. Therefore,

- . . ) s., . e
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o also includes racial separa;ic‘m brought about by more subtle’

* .In recent years, the courts have increasingly addressed them- .

forbids discrimination,” as the federal district court held in -

" According to' this, interpretation, freedom of choice desegre- S
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“formal legal system of segregation, it could have gone no

- . ywords, if the law in this instance.is to be regarded as more

" v. Board of Education, 1961) ordered the public schools to

if,' : "'. \

{xstead of domg nothmg ‘to achleve desegregatlon, local
chool authorities are constltutlonally required to take steps
to assimilate minorities into the commumty, ’ accordmg to
-Bolner and Shanley.

Bickel pomts out "that this mtegratxomst” interpretatlon
of Brown is the essehtlally‘ accurate one.<If all the Supreme:
Court had wished to accomplish was the abolition of the

flﬂrther than eliminating the laws that enforced it. However,
accordmg to Bickel, “If that had been all that Brown de-
manded ,(It would have amounted o a sham, since ‘the law of
segregation bespoke attitudes that were still widely’ held and
* that would have continued to have-effect. And so the Brown} T
dec1s10n had to be administered . . . for the sake of main- .
taining the integrity and credlblllty ,of the law.” In other * :

. than a statement of semantic niceties, it has to address the
_substance, as well as the legal forms, of segregation. B
Once the courts decided to attack the substance -and .

' actuahty of segregation, they .placed themselves in the posi-

-tion to, recommend remedies. And it is here that busmg

- enters the scene. In the second Brown v. Board of Education -

d¢<;1s10n in 1955, the Supreme Courtissued an “‘enforcemeént: - .
decree” expressing: the “all deliberate speed” formula. It
directed federal district courts to closely exaimine problems v
related to administration, arising from the physical condition -

" of the school plant, the school transportation system, per-

sonnel, revision of school districts and attendance areas .
and regulations which may be necessary in solvmg the fore-
' going problems.”

In accordance with' this directive from the Supreme Court
the federal district courtin New Rochelle, New York, (Taylor

transport certain groups of students to certain schaols to
achieve a more .equal ratio between blacks and whites. The
Supreme Court, by refusing to review. the case, implicitly .
upheld the ruling of the lower court. This case was biit one of

" many in which federal courts in Rredominantly urban areas

’

8
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have incorporated “remedial pupil assignments” and busing
into their desegregation plans. .

‘One of the most recent (and perhaps one of the most con-
troversial) of these federal court decisions was the 1974 rul-
ing by Judge W. Arthur Garrity ordering desegregation of’

" Boston schools. Busing was one of the means to be used to

" accomplish desegregation, though th¢ court ruling did not
initiate busing in the Boston school system. It had been in

use for a long time. As Abrams points out, the Boston
decision was quite in accord with.a well-established judicial

~ trend, even though Garrity’s ruling has been viewed by busing
~ opponents as “a unique exercise in judicial adventurism.”

‘

Irresolution of the Supreme Court

' While federal district courts have shouldered the res;')bn-'

sibility for specifying desegregation means (mainly-busing),
the Supreme Court has steered clear of rendering an absolute
verdict on busing, partly because of the legal complexities
that surround its use."An examinatioh of two recent decisions
indicates these complexities. While these -two decisions do
not represent the complete picture of the Supreme Court’s
position on busing, they do show that the Court’s position I
in a state of evolution. * ‘ ,

The Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education
decision of 1971 has been generally considered an endorse-
ment of busing for desegregation purposes. The Congressional
Digest, :;mo"ng other sources, stateés that the Supreme Court

<«

“made its most extensive specific pronouncement on the sub-

if

ject, expressly endorsing the reasonable use of such desegre-
gation measures.” However, according to Bolner and Shanley,
the Court’s approval of busing for desegregation in this case
whs not that clear-cut. ‘

The school system in Charlotte, North Carolina, had
assigned pupils to schools nearest their homes, with some
notable exceptions. Because of segregated residential pat-
terns, the Charlotte school system was, therefore, also segre-

gated. But as Jencks notes, busing had been used when
4 . -
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necessary to]maintain segregation. Sm‘gc the school board had
been »%11 to bus under these circumstances, the Court

argued, i could bus to achieve desegrega;ion Thercfore in

missible tool of descgregatron
. Howgver, as Bolr{er and bhanley pomt out, the Court’

is that it is not an 1mpermrss1ble tool of school deseg
But the mam thrust of the Court s trcatment

of sittrations.” The “limitation” on the use of busmg

r‘evolv s around time and distance: “An objection to. trans-
portat on of students may have validity when the time or
distan¢e of travel is so great 4s to either risk the health of the
children or slgnlfrcantly impinge on the educational process.” _

The' ambrgurty of the Court’s ruling in Swann is indicated.
by the subsequent litigation utilizing this decision, as Bolner
and Shanley pomt -out. While some courts have regarded the ‘
Swann ruling as “a brake on desegregation,” others'regarded
it as a “ratification of busing in desegregation cases. /,/

Viewed in the context of the “limitation” section of the
Swann decision, the Supremc Court’s 1974 ruling in the
Detroit desegregatlon case (Milliken v. Bradley) does not

- appear to be as much a reversal of garlier policy as somée have

suggested. However, when viewed in the context of the
Brawn decrsxons the Detroit ruling does seem_to retard the
dcsegregatron process, at least in large urban areas, as jones-
points out. o

Although busing was not the central issue in lelzken and,
therefore, “the majonty opinion mentioneg the busing issu¢
only in passing,’ " the decision still has implidations for its use, -
as Mathews notes. One of the major questions addressed by
the Court was the legality of urban-suburban, cross-district.
busing to dchieve desegregation. As in many large cities, most

10




of ctroit’s |::"2an schools are black, and most of its suburban
schaols are white. Obviously, busing would have to be used
to ov;rcom,é this dlsqﬁrepancy By ruling that cross- -district,
urban-sybyrban desegregation was not “called for in the
Detroit Xase, the Court implicitly ruled that “buses will not
_ -be allowe\l to transport children between cities and suburbs,”
as Mdtheys states. The implication of this ruling, according
to Matheyvs, is that “pcrhaps for generations to come, school
", svétems of most of the nation’s largest cities, and of many
nedium- slzcd cities, w:ll continue to be ovcrwhelmmgly .
black.” . ‘
But as was|true of the Swann ruling, the lel:ken decxslon
is not as clear-cut as it now seems to some observers. The
decision was & 5-4 ruling, indicating a split among the justices .
themselves on the issues. It will take time for the implications:
* of Milliken to.be refined in further litigation. .
Local school officials may be tempted to. throw up their .
"hands at the judicial snarl surrounding busing. It seems safe )
" to conclude that until the Supreme Court rules more defini-
tively on its use, school decision-makers will have to live with
- thefrequently fuzzy guidelines available.

‘ ' !




“THE RETREAT OF CONGRESS  * . oo
AND THE PRESIDENT

The courts’ ambivalence toward both desegregation and
; busing echoes a similar ambivalence on the part of Congress
and the executive branch. In the last 20 years, these two
branches of government have varied their policy toward
. desegregation, in part as a response to puplic opinion-and in
part as & result of the formation and dissolution of political
alliances. The congressional coalition responsible for passage
of the’ Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights Act of
1965 ‘and other civil rights legislation hadthe active support )
of Kennedy.and Johnson. With the electlon of Nixon in 1968,
this coalition no. longer could count on support from' the
executive branch. A new 2lliance opposed to desegregation
and busmg came into bcmg, i large part at the instigation of
“ Nixon 4nd membeérs of-his administration, as Orfield points
out. The impact of this opposition is 'still being felt in-1976. .
Courts ordering the dismantling of segregated school sys- | |

A .

IR , tems in both the Seuth and the North received congresgional
‘ “and exeditive support with the passage of the Civil Rights 'z *
“Act 'of 1964. Two separate titles of this act empowered the &

_]ustxce Department and the Department of Health, Educa-
- tion, and Welfare (HEW) to “‘effectuaté” school desegregation.
~ The United Sta;es Attorney General was instructed by Title
IV to “act . .. to obtain relief through legal process for
persons or groups ‘claiming to be deprived by a school board
~ of the equal protectlon of the laws,” accordmg to The
Congresszonal ngqst
" Title VIgave fejicra] “departments and agencies”’ tljc power .
- to withhold funds from school systems pr?ctxcmg discrimina-
tion. Under the a thority of this title, HEW issued during the
1960s a series of schqol desegregation guidelines that specxfled
conditions schogl s}stems were obliged to meet in order to
reccive federal z{mstance To comply with these guidelines,

.
N
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school districts sometimes had to incorporate busing " into
their.desegregation plans. ' o ‘ ’
"* But beginning even before the end of Johnson’s adminis-
tration, Congress initiated what were to become increasingly
emphatic attempts to curb the authofFity of federal agencies
to enforce compliance with court-ordered and statutory
+ desegregation. As Bolner and Shanley point out, when deseg-
regation came to be defined by HEW and the courts as “racial
balance,” many congressmen, especially ‘moderates from the
North and West, changed their pasitions on: this issue. Orficld
states that Congress, when faced with the far-reaching changes
necessitated by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, backed off from
_its previous supportive position. When Congress passed this
act, “it set in motion a revolution in American education that
“soon went beyond the dimming vision of many of the law’s
sponsors.” In other words, Congress bit off more than it, and
perhaps its constituency, could swallow.

*The. increasing hesitancy in Congress to continue strong
“support, for civil rights in education (specifically, for school
‘descgregation) was nurtured and expanded by the Nixon
administration. The retardation of school desegregation across
the country was an integral part of John Mitchell’s so-called
“Southern Strategy,” as Rather, ghd Gates point out. Nixon’s
opposition to busing (and A‘i‘l’hslicit support of segregation)

was intended to court the Favor not only of southern con-

servatives but also gf the Qorthci'n'blué'hcollar class as ‘well.
Hence, when scho'ol:l“dtt%scgregation througﬁ‘:busing became an
issue in northern urban (and largely blpc-coll\ar) areas such as
Pontiac, Michigan, erstwhil¢ moderate congrgssmen (Robert
Griffin, for example). turned into vigorous busing-opponents.

" Constitutional amendments prohibiting the use of busing.

~ ' te achicve racial balance in the schools were' introduced,

though they did not enjoy the support of Nixon, who thought

+ thatan amendment would not stand a good chance of ratificay
tion by the requisite nu%n

busing” legislation would have cut off gasoline allocation to

school buses, denied public legal assistance to persons seeking

redress for discriminatipn in the.schools, and‘;ivcn prohibited

o 13
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-descgregation plan could petition.to dlsrcgard the law.

. ‘ AL *,\1 / "//j ! '
“judicial efforts to en Ha® the: scgﬂ:}auon requirements of o
the Constitution itself| dgiDrfield foigts out

' Congrcssional and d‘nxeé ive at,fqm'\[#s to curb the power of ,
the cqurts in the area of des grcgation camc toa head in 1972 <+ /
when Nixon introduced Yh¢ Student Transportation Morato- S
rium Act and its Gompil\mn bill, the Equal Opportumtlcs- o
Educatiorial Act. The busing moratorium would have pre-

vented the Supreme Court and the lowet courts from enforc- .
ing, for a certain period of time, the cqual protection clause .

. of the Fourteenth Amendment in School dcscgrcgntlon cases. -

The equal educational opportunities bill would have severely -
restricted the use of busing and, as a direct assault op the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, would have opcnc’d to rccon?,ldcra-
tion and revision all “court orders or déscgregation plans '
under Title VI” of that act.'In gther words, any scHool”dis-
trict dissatisfied with a legally sancuoned federally enforced

, This legislation struck at the vefy heart of thg balange of
power so nccessary to the American system of gavefiment,
as gumerous constitutional scholars pointed out. The con-
stitutional question bécame, “Can Congress by lcglslatlon
block the courts from enforcing fundamental rights?” as
Stonc phrases it. Neither of these bills was ever tested in thc, ’
courts, though the “opportumtlcs"blll receivéd heavy support
in Congress, especially in the House. It was blocked from
passage” only by a last-ditch filibuster by Scnatc liberals, ac-
cording to Bolner and Shanley. .
Orficld states that while many congrcssmcn ‘and senators
arc well a&)pnsed of the unconstitutional nature of much of ¢
the “anti-busing” legislation, they feel pressed.to support it.
The pressure exerted on eclected representatives has been
unusually cxtrcmc in the case of-desegregation issues (espe-
cially busing). In ‘the absence of,strong presidential support
for descgregation, Congress frequently has been unable to
balance, with calm consideration, the emotions and violent
rcactions that these issues arouse, according to Orfield. ‘
Local school officials looking to Washington for guid- -
ance in the matter of busing will probably dntinuc ta lﬁz A

14 o
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- dnsappomtcd at least in the immediate fiture. Prcsndcnt
Ford and Congress secem to have adopted a “wait and sec”
attitude toward this issuc. National policy-makers scem to be
looking more and mote to social scientistss (such as James
Coleman) for cnllghtenmcnt on descgregation and busing
questions. However, given the current state of the rescarch on
. the cffects of busing and desegregation, it would seem wisc .
not to-count too strongly on clear-cut answers from social
science in this area. .

.
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- THE DEBATE BETWEEN SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

1

‘
: -

Researchers who have cxdmincd’Lhc cffects of busing and
descgregation should, in theory, be able to tell.policy-makers
whether desegregation is achlcvmg its intended goals, includ-

-, ing the cqualization of- cducational opportunity. Their ‘re-
~ scarch findings should help to specify the optimum conditions

‘under whieh students’ academic achicvement’ may be im-

A

proved, as well as to specify. the conditions that lead to the
development of positive sclf-concept and the nurture of
constructive interracial relations. And the rescarch should
.ldcnufy the best ways in which to implement school descg-
regation without arausinf animosity in thc,community.
chrcttably, social seience has provided. few substantial,
. |definite answers to these questions, partly because of the
. 'complex nature of the problems and partly because of in-
‘adequatc rescarch. As Felice, and Pettigrew and others point
‘out, two important research criteria are rarcly met in studics
"on desegregation and busing. First, “longitudinal” data, col-
lected from the same subjects over a long period of time, are
lacking. Instcad, cross-scctional data are frequently collected
from differgnt groups of subjects, functioning under different
circumstanecs, often in different locations. Cross-sectional
data arc obviausly less rcllablc than longitudinal data.

Sccond, adequate control groups arc frequently not uti-
lized, accordlng to these critics, making the relationships
among variables difficult to dectermine. Another rescarch

" problem lies in the difficulty of separating the cffects of bus-
ing from those af descgregation, since in mariy cases the two

. occur simultancously, though they are hardly synonymous,
The net result of these research problems has been the
generatipn of inconclusive, often contradictory findings. As
Nicoletti and Patterson point out, *“Relevant resecarch . ..
has been vesy limited and results equivocal depending on the
locatiof or year of the data collected.” The closest thing to

"o
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unequivocal research results is the finding that ‘.‘atfi‘udes
toward forced busing have been, for the most part, negative,”
according to Nicoletti and Patterson. The research indicates,
too, thiat when local officials oppose court-ordered or statu-
‘tory desegregation mvtﬂvmg busing, the amount of com-
munity opposition also rises. It must be noted, however, that
neither of these findings indicates anything about the effects
of ‘descgregation and busing Qn the students’ pcrformancc
.in school i .

Dnsagreement on the Data:; - )
The madcquacncs of much of the rcsearch have led socml
scicntists to quibble among themselves over the validity of -
" 'various findings. One such argument is between Armor and
Pettigrew and his associates. In a now famous article pub-
lished in 1972 (“The Evidence on Busing”), Armor questions
-~ the validity of th¢ assumption (made by both social scientists
. and pohcy-makcrs) that increased contact between races
leads to improved achievement and adjustment for the mi-
nority group. Armor did not deny the_ validity "of Gunnar™ -~
Myrdal’s classic ‘“vicious circle” hypothcsis that scgrcgatnon
leads to mfcnonty feelings, which in turn lead to inability to
succeed. But he does suggest that the means employed to-. |
break this circle have not succeeded in the manner expected. ’
Using data from studies conducted in White Plains (New
York), Riverside (California), Hartford and New Haven (Con-
necticut), and Ann Arbor (Michigan), as well as data from fis .
own study. of Boston's voluntary METCO busing program,
"Armor investigated _achievement, ‘‘aspiration and self-
concept,” race relations, longterm educational cffects, and
program support from the communities involved. Accordifg
to his interpretation, he found little positive to recommend
desegregation by, busing. .
Descgregation has not had an effect on acadcmnc achieve-
ment “as mcasured by standardized tests,”” Armor states.
Neither has it measurably improved the self-concepts of mi-
nority children, who “do tend to have lower self-esteem”’
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. _‘both bcfore and after dcscgrcgatwn. Hc states that his exami’
nation of the data suggests that “mtcgratlon heightens black -
“ racial .consciousness and sohd’amy", thus, fnstead of drawing -

.

¥ e gy

w2

-the_races together, deségregation seems to be pushing them.
zrpm‘t -According to Armor, bused students are more opposeqi
“to"desegrégation than are nonbused students. He'did discovek

e,

o that.. dcscggcgatxon Ted to more black studénts’ enrolling, in -

Cbileges and. universifics. He attributes this _heighteiting -of -

" aspiration” t&: “*bétieF " ceunschng “and hcttcr contacts with

collcgc recruiting officers” in white middle-class schools.
.~ Armor also found. that a majority of the parents of black

,.,g_tq,d,cnté sgppqx;tqd .busmg_ and desegregation because they

_believed “it- led - to- better education for their children, not
because: ityled -to. increased contacts with whites or because
they wished to remove their children from the city envi-

ronment. Although none of the studies Armor examines

" “involved the mandatory busing of white students into black

£, e - )

Ty

- communities,.parental support (from both black and white)
".for, the busing programs.-was high, though it was higher for
--black parents than for white.

“From - his vexamination of ‘the data Armor concludcs that
the traditional * ‘fustification” for school desegregation (that
it breaks the “vicious circle” of segregatién) is called into

question. He states thathis examination especially questions '

the va’lldxty of “mandatory busing (or induced integration)
programs,” though “thesc’ fmdfngs should not be used te\halt
voluntary busing programs.”

Pettigrew and his colleagues {Useem, Normand, and Smith)

~ take issuc with Armor over his selection”of data, his stan-

dards, and his conclusions. These authors contend that it is
_misleading for Armor to present the studics he examines as
“the cvidence on busing,” since he omitted “at least seven
investigations that meet the methodological criteria and that
report positive achievement results for black students.”
Pettigrew and others list these seven studies.
They also contend that Armor establishes * unrcahstlcally

high standards by which to judge the success of school de-

segregation,” including using only one year in which to
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observe its effects. This is far too short a period, the Petti-
grew team.maintains. They. also criticize Armor’s METCO
study on which “the paper’s antisbusing conclusions rest.”
This study is. methodologically weak, duc to “an enotmous
non-response-rate” in the second part of the study and to
inadequate control groups, they claim. And finally, they
point out that Agmor’s paper “is not about ‘busing’ at all,
much less ‘mandatory busing’.” Thercfore, hlS criticism of
busing is invalid.

While the research surveyed by these sparting sotial sciens
tists is not exhaustive, it is representative of thestudics availa-
ble on descgrcgimoﬁ and busing. Because the results arc con-
tradictory and intonclusive, they are subject to different
interpretations. Even. the 1966 Equality of Educational Op-
portungty study conducted by Coleman and others has been
subject to thc same variance of interpretation, as Coleman

himself has noted. This report, which has since been used &= . ..

evidence by both descgregation opponents and proponents,
as a comprehensive survey of the prevalence and cffects of
shgrcgatlon. Yet its conclusions were not af clear-cut as many
thought. The report’s conclusions arc now being questioned,
a{long with the descgregation policy they in-part inspired.
’ . '
Social Science and Policy-Making

What is the relationship between the results of social sci-
ence rescarch and policy formation? What role does (and
should) the social scientist play in shaping policy? These
questions are raised when onc cxamines the relationship be-
tween science and policy in the case of descgregation and
busing: The use of rescarch on desegregation in policy-making
goes back to the original Brown decision. In addition to cit-
ing constitutional reasons why scgregated schools were un-
dcsirable, the Supremc Court also incorporated research
findings of sociologists to bolster its decision that scgregation
was harmful. Although the Court was careful to distinguish
between the legal and sociological issues, it still used research
as “reliable and valid cvidence,” accordmg to Miller and
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. Kavanagh. ‘
<+, =~ So from the’ vcry bcgmmng of the dcscgrcgatlon contro-
' versy, lawmakers and adjudlcawrs havc looked. to social
. science for guldancc though, obviously, public palicy has not
been based solely on the results of the research. The problem
‘with this approach is twofold. First, the social scientist is
" perhaps inadvertently placed in the role of advocate, since
’ the conclusions he or she draws from the data cither suppost
or fail to support desegregation andfor busing to achieve .
« descgregation. Thus, instead of functioning solely as an.
" objective mecasurer of social reality, the social scipntlst ‘
tends to .become-a judge of the validity (the “righthess’’) c
- of that reality. The pressure on prominent® socnologlsts such ‘
as-James Coleman to say’ whether desegregation and busing .
are "rlghtp" is tremendous,, even though to say so one way or
“the other is to lmpllcnly cross over into the realm’of policy-
making. : ~ ¢
*" The second, part of the problcm hcs in the weak nature of
. much of the rescarch. Sinte social sci¢nce has so far been up-
. able to render clear-cut findings in the arcas. of descgrogation
- and busing, the interpreter is tempted to attend only to those |
studies that reinforce his preconceiyed notions and biases,
while neglecting those studies that support opposite views. -
Such sclective inattention is a well-documented psychological
phenomenon; all human beings (social scientists and policy-
makers inclided) exgreise this technique in some degree. But
because the rescarcli offers so {ittle guldﬂ,ncc and because the
issucs oﬁ (lc.sgagrcgauon and busmg arousé*such strong, polar- N

‘5 ized rcact ﬂs the cffects of selective inattention in this in- .
stance have serious conseguences.

. Young and*Bress outline the implications of crossing the
line betwccn science and pohcy-makmg Pointing out that
social -scientists often hold definite views about social jus-
tice and change, they stat¢ that *the social scientist who is
strongly committed to a certain course of action may, with-
out his lay audience’s realizing it, blur his summary of the
scholdrly evidence into advocacy that nudges his ‘facts’ to- .
ward the policy intervention he sees as socially desirable.”
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“The “lay audicnce”((including‘j‘many policy-makers) ténds
to accept his judgments as scientifically valid and, therefore, .-~
true. And the “lay audience” can follow the same process of / :
J making the “facts” fit the biasés. For exa'mp_‘le, congressmen
opposed to busing might cite Armor’s examination of some |
+ of the data, while congressmen who favor desegregation by =
busing might cite Pettigrew and his colleagues. ) :

s The point to be made is not that social scientists of policy-
makers are. conspiring to further their own interests and
biases. They simply act in a quite pre’di’ctably human manner.

‘ The point is that the conscientious decision-maker (at the
-,© national or local level) must re/cogniz'é the dynan’ics involved
. e - in the interaction between social science and policy forma-

tion. He must realize that different conclusions may be

- drawn from the same raw data, and he should utilize only

data from the most cargfully and rigorously’ conducted

studies. He should be aware of his own biases. And finally,

he should not confuse sociological issugs with legal ones, even

though the two are rel_é;téd. Whether or not:desggregation by

busing achieves its ‘desired educational and sociological goals,

it'is still the course dictated by the Fourteenth Amendment
;‘and by the United States Supreme Court.
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. CONCLUSION /.

By now it should be evident that school district adminis- -
tration is restricted by the federal judicial and congressional
guidelines governing desegregation and busing. Some local
administrators rail at federal circumvention of their power in
. these areas. And some complain that the feds fail to compre- )

hend the unique nature of individual circumstance; they
‘maintain that the complex problems raised by busing and
desegregation must be dealt with locally and without inter-
ference if they are to be solved. ‘

- Whatever the merits of these arguments, it is highly
.. -unlikely that, in the near future, the local school district will

- be given full discretion in these. areas. As noted above, busing
and .desegregation involve constitutional issues, and the
- federal g0yqrnment is charged with protecting and presérv-

ing the Constitution.’ '- '

But even though. the legal authority of local officials is
determined by federal law, the implementation of desegrega-
tion and busing is still within the jurisdiction of school dis-
trict leaders. This power to implement can be effectively used
to smoothly achieve desegregation in the schools, or it can be
used to impede the course of federal policy. .

' The attitude of local' school officials and community
leaders helps to shape the attitude of the community as a
whole toward busing and desegregation. Although it is likely
‘that in any community “certain citizens will oppose these
policies, research shows that unless leaders exhibit opposi-

tion, community opposition remains low. If, as has been'the
“case in some districts (Boston included), school officials
oppose busing to achieve desegregation, then not only is bad
feeling generated in the community, but student achievement
and adjustment to desegregation can be impaired, as Felice
has found. ' '

Clearly, school administrators are integrally involved in
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: busmg and desegregation. And, although there are restrictions

on their authority in thes¢ areas, they are hardly powerless to
affect the outcome of fedéral pollcy The ultimate failure or
success of busing and its goals, true integratioff and equallty

of educational o portumty, depends on the local community
and 1ts school 16ffders, not on-Washington. / T
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